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Framing Strategic Conflicts: Redesign of the American Negotiating Style
Negotiation is becoming more, not less, important as a tool of American foreign policy, and the nature of international negotiation is rapidly shifting in response to globalization, the emergence of problems that demand a collective response…global breadth of U.S. interests ensures its negotiators are always engaged.
-United States Institute of Peace 1 As Prussian military strategist Carl von Clausewitz stated, "War is the continuation of politics by other means."
2 The politics inherent in this thinking can be viewed as international relations, diplomacy, or, simply, negotiations. Negotiations entail the process of gaining the best outcome once both sides commence acting on their best interest and focus efforts at those entities that can affect those outcomes. 3 As important as negotiation skills may seem, these skills are of utmost importance when the cost of failed agreement results in loss of life and turmoil in the world. Clausewitz completes his thought by explaining, "War is an act of force to compel our enemy to do our will." 4 Ergo, war is the worst alternative to a negotiated agreement and the result of failed attempts at a peaceful resolution to a situation.
When viewed in these terms, America is known for only one negotiating style:
"forceful, explicit, legalistic, urgent and results-oriented" with war as a quick alternative to negotiated agreement. 5 Although this has allowed the nation to become a powerhouse known around the world, this technique was effective in the past because 20 th century wars were won primarily through military strength. The new reality is, with declining budgets, interconnected economies, asymmetric threats, and a reluctance for unilateral actions due to both legitimacy and capability, America's quick, and consistent, disposition to wars of annihilation, as explained by noted historian Russell Weigley as prevailing for most of the country's existence, must end. 6 America must stop 2 "consider [ing] war an alternative to bargaining rather than part of an ongoing process, as in the Clausewitz view." 7 Throughout this work, the term America will be utilized to imply all levels of leadership from the President to the Secretaries and all agencies.
When a change in thought process of this magnitude is undertaken, all levels must be included. 8 Furthermore, when America spends close to 20% of the federal budget on the Department of Defense and a mere 1% on the Department of State, leaders must be cognizant of the old adage, "if all you have is a hammer, everything looks like a nail." 9 As America completes two long wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, future relations with confrontational partners must rely heavily on mutual resolution through proper negotiations and less on armed conflict. This must result in a change of American mentality and skills at the negotiation table. Due to a lack of proper framing, the current American negotiating style is predisposed to aggressive behavior and not sufficient for future relationships in the new world environment. The new world environment involves complex, ill-structured problems ranging from Iran's determination to serve as a regional hegemony, to the growing world influence of China and regional instability created by the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, to name a few. 10 In order to examine the American negotiating/framing skillset for the purposes of this monograph, an explanation of how to frame a negotiation will be provided, historical examples of failed American framing that resulted in loss of life will be reviewed, then current and future relations with China will be examined.
American Negotiating Style
To develop a successful negotiation skill set, past American negotiating style and predispositions must first be examined. 25 With this explicit investment at all levels of leadership in our military, one must infer the negotiation skill-set emphasis must be continued from the tactical and operational to the strategic levels.
Strategic Framing
Although war should be considered the worst alternative to a negotiated agreement (WATNA), throughout history it seems to be America's default when framing a situation. 26 In its simplest form, framing means to process and organize information.
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Framing an issue in negotiations means that attention is focused on an aspect of an issue while leaving others out. 28 This is a key component in the initial stages of declaring war between countries and an ongoing process during the various stages of war. Strategic frames "provide a convenient and powerful way of separating certain phenomena as being more relevant or important than others affecting outcome" and help give shape to complex, ill-structured problems. 29 To correctly frame a situation, the issue must be processed and organized with a perspective of all eventualities from initial action to all possible outcomes with potential gains and losses examined. 30 This is arguably the most misunderstood aspect of negotiation execution. Because of the unpredictable nature of the new security environment, and the risks and expenses entailed, the United States must be deliberate when framing strategic situations.
Negotiation skills are not merely required of a manager leading a business, but a required skill-set for strategic leaders who are shaping the future of the world. fought in the past…turned much of the world against America…big majorities view it as the impetuous action of a superpower led by a bully." 40 This is a critical step to framing which the United States appears to routinely fail to fully examine. In the view of many, the "U.S.-led invasion was launched recklessly, with a flawed plan for war and a worse approach to occupation." 41 This was made possible through the "intellectual acrobatic"
framing of "simultaneously 'worst-casing' the threat presented by Iraq while 'best-casing' the subsequent cost and difficulty" of the engagement." Qaeda. This is in contrast to Bin Laden's Fatwah, which was anchored much further in history:
Today we work from the same mountains to lift the iniquity that had been imposed on the Ummah by the Zionist-Crusader alliance, particularly after they have occupied the blessed land around Jerusalem, route of the journey of the Prophet (ALLAH'S BLESSING AND SALUTATIONS ON HIM) and the land of the two Holy Places. Now that the main parts of the story have been examined, previous relations must not be neglected. Many believe the second Iraq war was the product of "unfinished business on the Tigris that Saddam remained in power and still had his weapons." 50 This is just one example of baggage from an earlier failed negotiation. The final two areas that must be examined when framing a situation are to determine the best alternative to a negotiated agreement (BATNA) and the zone of possible agreement (ZOPA). 51 Once all of these areas are thoroughly researched and understood, a strategic analysis and resultant decision may successfully be made. States did not consider the option of Japan attacking Pearl Harbor because it was "widely regarded as irrational to the point of suicidal." 54 In a similar manner, the American nuclear attack on the Japanese people, which followed years later, could also be considered irrational behavior. When framing and estimating the BATNA, a different methodology must be used when the survival of a culture is at stake. What one nation perceives as irrational behavior may be viewed by the other as a viable alternative when the only other option is extinction.
Arguably the most obvious example of war as a direct result of framing, and potentially a similar path to that currently being chosen regarding China is the Cold War.
Simply, it was a "decades-long struggle for global supremacy… [and] pitted the capitalist United States against the communist Soviet Union." 55 Two allies, who "fought side-byside against Nazi Germany in the Second World War," allowed a standoff to develop which ultimately bankrupted one side and yielded arguable economic devastation on the other. 56 Because an armed engagement would likely involve use of nuclear weapons which might destroy everything, the two players "fought each other indirectly…using words as weapons" and taking the security dilemma to levels never before seen in history. is the true heart of intervention. 65 When influence is the measure, "changes in political behavior must be charted, and the changes must be related to a set of factors." 66 The risk to measuring influence is the fact one can never know how the situation might have turned out without the intervention and if the behavior modification might have occurred autonomously. This, from the beginning, is a tough goal for any negotiation or conflict.
Also overlooked in American framing of the conflict was the fact that Vietnamese society considered the Vietnam War a "direct successor to the French Indochina War" and viewed the aggression as a "War Against the Americans and to Save the Nation."
67
What America viewed as a small foreign intervention, the Vietnamese viewed as a fight for survival. These two views are not equal and clearly detail the differing levels of effort that both sides were willing to expend.
13
The final lesson learned from past wars to be presented involves the fact critical thinking must be used to ensure all pertinent factors are considered and the projected outcome is one that presents a better situation than the one currently in existence. In this manner, it is commonly felt that President Bush and his team of advisors poorly framed the second Iraq war. In making the decision to engage, many believe "the U.S.
government went to war in Iraq with scant international support and on the basis of incorrect information-about weapons of mass destruction and a supposed nexus between Saddam Hussein and al Qaeda's terrorism." 68 This was a failure of framing's primary step of determining mission or purpose. Further, the nexus between Iraq and al Qaeda is a soft justification, one that was never proven or measured. 69 This is a clear example of a situation in which the true motivations for entering conflict were not admitted, or even realized, and the outcome after expending significant American treasure is one which Iraq is perceived by its people as no better than when America entered. 70 Brookings Institution findings suggest that certain groups of Iraqi people feel the country is in fact less secure after the occupation. 71 Time will tell how the country evolves in the years following American intervention, but some have framed Iraq in current times as developing into a dictatorship worse than that the one led by Saddam. 72 This exhibits a definite cause to investigate the initial American framing and plan for the conflict. As the U.S. withdraws from Afghanistan and shifts attention to the Asia Pacific region, the U.S.-China relationship must be reexamined to determine more peaceful outcomes.
Framing of China
As the current hegemon, the United States must carefully consider relationships on both the bi-lateral and global level. Taiwan, which influences the military balance between the two. 89 The current relationship with China is extremely slanted toward a confrontational relationship instead of presenting the opportunity for international partnership. To ensure peaceful relations and success in the world environment, the current relationship between the U.S. and China must be redefined. is the most complex and vital relationship in the world today…we must not allow our disagreements to negate aspects of our relationship that are so critical to the region and the world." 92 Statements such as this make clear the development of a stable international system must be the guiding factor in American relations with China. 93 Highlevel government officials on both sides have expressed similar goals for the relationship and the sentiment must be carried through with actions to develop it.
China's stated core interests are the development of a "stable, harmonious and prosperous society" with a leading role in shaping the global community. 94 Similarly, the United States desires a cooperative and complete relationship with China. What must be also taken into consideration is the scale of defense spending. During recent times, China has placed importance on the economic front by first purchasing $2.2 trillion in American debt and other foreign paper then refocusing foreign exchange reserves to "support and accelerate overseas expansion and acquisitions by Along these lines, the Korean Peninsula constitutes both a stakeholder and blocker. "Almost sixty years after the end of the Korean War, the peninsula remains one of the most heavily militarized regions in the world." 111 The United States has significant concern with the way China is dealing with nuclear weapons in North Korea. This frustration lies in the framing of the Korean Peninsula issue as well. America has a simple view of this issue that involves nuclear weapons and is short on patience while China's more complex concern also involves the "potential for chaos along its borders." 112 The many years of fear developed through the Cold War's bipolar struggle between the expansion of Communism and pursuing the freedom the west worked hard to obtain in World War II resonates deeply in the U.S. culture. But it must not be an obstruction to progress in the emerging era of shared economic and security issues.
The emerging relationship between the U.S. and China must be based on the needs of global governance and interdependence and should not be necessitated on shared ideology. 113 It must not be overlooked that issues such as the one involving Taiwan lie at the heart of Chinese core values. In this situation, Taiwan would be considered both a stakeholder because of direct interest and involvement as well as a blocker because the issue has terminated the relationship in the past. Finally, Taiwan is also a decision maker with respect to the fact it is the "most sensitive issue at the core of the normalizations of China-U.S. relations" and arms purchases from America could be detrimental to the issue. 114 In this unique situation, Taiwan's future is increasingly dependent on the progressing interactions with the mainland and, although the United
States does not always get a vote, they are committed to the Taiwan Relations Act. Many political scientists have speculated on widespread neutrality on the issue in the region. The United States must forego a Cold War with China, make every effort to engage in a non-confrontational economic partnership and present China with the opportunity to become an international partner. Further, this teamwork will allow the global economy to continue development and "reap the rewards of integration in a more multipolar, interdependent world." 119 The United States must not continue, as the RAND Corporation recommended in the past, a containment policy with China. 120 Not only must the United States cease the current arms race and evolution of the security dilemma with China, it should embrace "Defense Diplomacy" as an element of conflict 24 prevention. 121 This term, which traditionally has implied realpolitik peacetime military cooperation and assistance, has in recent years developed to include "strategic engagement with former or potential enemies." Stability strengthened by partnership must be the ultimate goal of international relations.
As this manuscript opened with Clausewitz, so it will close. It was previously stated that when framing a negotiation, the perspective of each side must be fully examined and understood. America operates on four-year plans tied to the political election cycle while China has a 50-year plan. In similar fashion, the leading Western strategic theoretician, Clausewitz, focuses teachings on the preparation and conduct of a central military battle while his Chinese counterpart, Sun Tzu, focuses on the 25 psychological weakening of the adversary. 125 As Henry Kissinger recently noted, China is a patient study of growth with incremental advances and they will not likely risk a winner-take-all global military conflict. 126 The United States must develop sincere longterm plans for partnership around the world as the way forward. The superpower must relax the belief that every problem has a military solution and embrace the new world order in which economics are the primary driving force behind change.
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